Participation has recently received renewed attention in the context of governance. Th is is especially relevant in countries where democratization and decentralization have led to an increased promotion of citizen involvement into the decision-making process. Th is article suggests that the current debate on civic engagement would benefi t from further refl ection on how the concept of participation is implemented in contexts, particularly in the Nordic as well as Central and Eastern European countries, where ideas of local democracy, urban governance and involvement can be understood diff erently. By exploring citizen participation from the perspective of local offi cials in two European cities -Lublin, Poland and Tampere, Finland, the article seeks to add signifi cant data to the on-going scholarly discussion. Based on qualitative research, it examines advantages and disadvantages of the provisions of the local citizen-participation frameworks, as perceived by the offi cials of the selected case cities. In the conclusion, the authors point out that although both cities have diff erent democratic institutional systems as well as commonly accepted notions of citizen participation, their city halls frequently face similar problems related to the use of participatory tools.
Introduction
Since the 1980s, extensive changes have occurred in European local self-governments. Th ey have been related to the concept of New Public Management (NPM), which resulted in the shift from traditionally understood local government to local governance, with increasing requests for a wider participation of various stakeholders in the society -mainly citizens, NGOs and private companies. A number of participative tools have been introduced into the daily work of many local-government bureaucracies in Europe. However, the implementation and further usage of these tools have not always been met only with a positive reception.
Th e aim of this article is to outline two approaches to implementing participative democracy tools within the traditional models of representative democracy. Our main research object is the institutional framework applied in two diff erent cities guiding said implementation process. We study this framework on the basis of secondary sources (strategic city documents, reports, offi cial city-webpages, etc.). Th is allows us to critically clarify the formal discourse about the citizen participation in the cities under discussion. At the same time, we are interested in fi nding out how civil servants -the carriers of the implementation activities -perceive the functionality of this framework and what they perceive as pro and contra in these frameworks. We study their opinions via interviews with semi-structured and open-ended questions. Our case cities are the city of Tampere in Finland and the city of Lublin in Poland.
In the fi rst section of the article, by elaborating on the theoretical concepts of urban governance and citizen participation, we aim to clarify how current scholarship understands the advantages and disadvantages of citizen involvement in municipal decision-making processes. In the second section of the paper, based on the analysis of offi cial documents, we focus on the context and practices of the applied framework of citizen participation in the cities in question. Th is framework is later juxtaposed with the local offi cials' perceptions about the pros and consof involving the citizens into decision-making processes. Th e paper concludes that although both cities provide diff erent types of participatory tools, civil servants quite oft en face similar problems and have parallel attitudes related to the outcomes yielded by these tools.
The basic notions: urban governance, citizen participation and engagement…
In the last twenty-fi ve years, a special role in the debate over local government, its developments and reforms, has been played by the concept of governance (Rhodes 1997; John 2001; Bevir 2009; Levi-Faur 2012) . Th e transformation from traditionally understood government to governance was fi rst witnessed in Anglo-Saxon countries and later -to a greater or lesser extent -in other Western European states (John 2001) . In recent years the practical implementation of the concept has, however, also been visible in Central and Eastern Europe. 4 Nevertheless, governance is a kind of buzzword that is diffi cult to explain, its main assumption amounts to the idea that neither the state nor any other actors of public life have a monopoly on the truth, material and fi nancial resources, information, knowledge or even coercive measures (Pawłowska 2007, 162) . Instead, the power is distributed geographically and socially, between many levels and stakeholders. Th is has brought many consequences and implications both for the governing process as such as for the stakeholders that are involved into it. In this context at least two issues should be noted.
First, the transformation from government to governance chiefl y means that the state has moved from the position where it both controlled and acted to a situation where it steers the boat while non-state actors do the rowing (Osborne and Gaebler 1993; McLaverty 2011, 402) . Such steering activities are important especially due to the complexity of the challenges communities face. And since the societal actors have important resources for helping to solve these complex problems, they need to be involved in the policy-making process (Klijn 2008) . In line with this, other scholars describe the shift to governance not only as changing the activities of the state but also reducing the role the government plays within the society. Th erefore, governance at the local level can be understood as committing the elected government and offi cials to work with others from outside city hall and further formal and informal networks and partnerships of various kinds (Radzik-Maruszak and Mieczkowska-Czerniak 2013; McLaverty 2011; Rhodes 1997) .
Second, as respected authors Torfi ng, Peters, Pierre, and Sørensen (2012) point out, the idea of (interactive) governance notably changes the roles played by politicians, administrators and citizens. Th e fi rst group cannot solely be seen as sovereign political decision-makers who rule by passing laws; they must also take on the position of those who create, monitor and control the practice of governing. Administrators not only have to be bureaucrats who implement the law but also a group that takes care of eff ectiveness, the fl exibility of the process in question and the atmosphere of sustained dialogue. Hence, in this context, they should act rather as managers of interaction (Torfi ng et al. 2012, 156) . Finally, citizens should not be perceived only as voters and subjects of politics between elections but also as a group that has a legitimate, institutionalized right to have a say in governance. Th erefore, citizen involvement is no longer seen merely as a way to ensure citizens' democratic infl uence but rather as a means of enhancing the effi ciency and eff ectiveness of public governance by tapping into the experiences, demands, and ideas of diff erent user groups (160).
We believe that the complexity of governance is even more refl ected in the cities. Th e urban environment is complicated by the number of stakeholders involved in the governing process, frequent politicization and the presence of contradictory interests. Th erefore, direct and intensive interactions between local governments and citizens as well as collaborative decision-making and planning should be considered to be key issues. In reality, however, citizen participation constitutes a complex matter.
On the one hand, many arguments in favour of broadening citizen involvement into the governing process can be found. First, their participation signifi cantly increases its legitimacy and undoubtedly promotes and fosters accountability and the transparency of the process. In addition to that, with regard to the context of the post-Soviet Bloc countries, extended participation is oft en connected with a democratization of the governing process. Second, citizen involvement also plays an educational function; it aff ects the level of interest in local aff airs and encourages civic skills and virtues. Th ird, closer cooperation between politicians, administrators and citizens, especially at the grass roots level, signifi cantly narrows the gap that arose between these groups (Flinders and Moon 2011, 661) . Fourth, the experience of many local governments indicates that citizen involvement considerably increases the effi ciency and eff ectiveness of governing; if people are consulted in the early stage of decision-making, they are less likely to express their opposition and dissatisfaction aft erwards. Moreover, in accordance with governance theory, citizens are seen as co-partners, and therefore they cannot blame other stakeholders for possible failures. Some scholars also argue that the citizen involvement is intended to produce better decisions, and thus professionalization benefi ts the rest of society (Irvin and Stansbury 2004, 56) . Finally, new forms of civic engagement, oft en linked to participatory and deliberative democracy, can be perceived as an answer to the weaknesses of traditional, representative democracy, and in particular to the increasing decline in voter turnout and little interest in local issues on the part of the local population.
On the other hand, citizens' deeper involvement also brings many challenges, both for stakeholders and the whole governing process. First, politicians and administrators have to abandon their routines as well as their long-established procedures and introduce policies that are based on citizens' engagement and mutual trust. Th erefore, initiatives undertaken by citizens cannot be perceived as an obstruction but rather as a new policy-making tool (Radzik-Maruszak and Mieczkowska-Czerniak 2013). Second, citizens are not equally interested in deeper involvement or not have enough knowledge to take rational and general well-being-focused decisions. Some authors even point out that an increase in political activity among the lower socio-economic classes could lead to more authoritarian ideas and, in consequence, to a decline in the consensus on the basic norms of democracy (Dahl 1956, 89; Sartori 1987) . Th ird, when accepting the role of partners of local authorities, local communities have to understand and assume a higher level of responsibility. In many democracies, especially the new ones, this can constitute a problem, though. Fourth, a more complex, messy and asymmetrical patchwork of relations between the local government and other actors may result in tensions, e.g. between elected representatives and those who participate directly. Moreover, the broader inclusion of citizens into decision-making signifi cantly prolongs and complicates the process as such. Finally, as Airaksinen and Haveri indicate, when the number of cooperative actors involved in implementation increases, and the number of decisions requiring collective action grows, the prospect of a collective solution declines (Airaksinen and Haveri 2012, 303) . Th erefore, it can be expected that attitudes of some decision makers to applying a greater collective decision-making process might be perceived as quite negative. From the perspective of the theory of bounded rationality (Simon 1997) , claiming that human cognition is limited and people are able to make decisions only with a limited amount of information, such negative attitudes have a certain justifi cation. To avoid the risk of sinking into the ocean of individual interests, needs and requests, which could lead to the "paralysis by analysis", it is easier to work with more general, average-value, or simplifi ed data, which, expectedly, would satisfy the majority of aff ected participants.
How all these challenges are perceived by civil servants, the carriers and implementers of participative tools, who channel the requests between decisionmakers (elected politicians) and citizens, is still not very well documented. In our comparative article, we aim to bring considerable empirical insight into this topic with examples from Finland and Poland.
Data and methods
We have undertaken and built the comparative analysis of empirical data collected from two cities, Tampere (Finland) and Lublin (Poland) . Th e case-study selection was dictated by at least two groups of reasons. On the one hand, Tampere and Lublin are rather similar in size, and, as mentioned before, in their countries they play the role of pioneers in implementing innovative reforms allowing citizens wider participation. In the case of Tampere, the city is even perceived as a leader in publicsector innovation that tries to link effi cient service provision with active resident engagement. In turn, Lublin in Poland is seen as a city in transition that is not afraid to introduce complex participatory practises in a fast way. Moreover, with regard to administrative structure both cities decided to create special units responsible for civic participation. On the other hand, however, Tampere and Lublin come from diff erent local-government traditions (Denters and Rose 2005; Loughlin et al. 2010) and therefore are quite distinct in institutional arrangements and the stage of urban governance. Th e diff erences are also visible in the level of citizen participation and their interest in local issues (Table 1 and Table 2 ); this makes the comparison even more interesting.
Traditionally, Finnish local governments are highly service-oriented units operating in the framework of a strong representative democracy. Th eir main role is to take care of the well-being of their citizens by assuring the equal provision of welfare services through very strong professional administration. With the arrival of the New Public Management (NPM) ideas (in the late 80s, see Bátorová 2012), the importance of this professional role increased even more, but local governments also started to be active in involving community actors (mainly private companies) in the policy-making process. In this way, the municipal offi cials could foster principles of market mechanism and / or gain more information about the consumers' / customers' satisfaction with the provided services (Klijn 2008; Häikiö 2010 ).
Despite its well-meant attempts, the Finnish local-government system can still be criticized for its (participative) democratic defi cit. First, the traditional organizational structure following the "council-manager model" of local government (Mouritzen and Svara 2002) collides with the democratic accountability due to the limited formal powers of leading politicians 5 in the decision-making process. Second, the strong application of NPM practices emphasizing hierarchical mechanisms of power control within the organization are not supportive enough for the horizontal mechanisms of power-sharing needed for emerging governance networks among the external organizations and citizens (Klijn 2008) . Following the example from the city of Tampere, we try to demonstrate how these challenges related to the lack of participative democracy can be tackled by implementing various participative tools in the municipal institutional framework.
In the early 1990s, a democratic change began in Central and Eastern European countries. Th e then introduced reforms can be divided into at least three groups. Th e fi rst one aimed to rebuild a strong local government that would be independent of central authority; that operation was based on the rule of law. In this context, local authorities were strongly believed to be an antidote to the centralized state and strived to become an institution through which people could gain control over their lives, as well as regenerating and revitalizing their communities (Campbell and Coulson 2006, 543) . Th e second group of reforms, undoubtedly inspired by the concept of New Public Management, put more emphasis on the effi ciency and eff ectiveness of local governments' operation as well as on effi cient service provision. In many cases, however, the implementation of those caused tension between newly established rules of law and the principles of NPM. Finally, in many countries recent years have brought a marked interest in the paradigm of governance and the broader inclusion of various stakeholders into the decision-making process (Loughlin et al. 2010 ).
In comparison to Finland, the local-government reforms carried out in Poland should be distinguished due to several issues. Firstly, the changes were implemented in a relatively short time and met a high degree of social acceptance. Against the background of the three other major reforms carried out in the 1990s -health, education and pension systems -the local-government reform was prepared and implemented well and therefore positively evaluated by society (OBOP 1999). Secondly, de facto since the beginning the principles of democracy were supplemented by the values of effi ciency and eff ectiveness. In this context, the territorial reform constitutes a good example; in contrast to Hungary, the Czech Republic and Slovakia, large territorial units, akin to the Northern type of local government, were created. As a result, the municipalities, counties and regions in question were able to off er a wide package of local services. Th irdly, with regard to the implemented changes, Poland took inspiration from Western Europe. Th is meant inter alia a focus on stronger leadership (Piasecki 2006) as well as on the new ways of citizen involvement into the decision-making process. As far as the latter issue is concerned, the city of Lublin constitutes a good example.
In the present paper, we used two main sets of data. First, the data from various offi cial documents (strategy documents, activity reports, etc.) and offi cial web pages of both cities were used. We focused on the ways how citizens were perceived / named in those documents, whether as governmental partners or just as customers or consumers of public services. Th is enabled us to outline the offi cial discourse about the citizen participation used in both cities. Th e analysis of offi cial data also enabled us to describe the participative framework applied in both cities. Second, to map local offi cials' perception on citizen involvement a qualitative data collection was executed. Six in-depth, semi-structured interviews were conducted in September 2013 (Tampere, Lublin) and December 2014 (Lublin) with leading department offi cers from city halls in Tampere and Lublin. In both cities the interviews with the heads of external relations, namely, the Department of Cooperation with NGOs and Social Participation in Lublin, and the Local Democracy Unit in Tampere, and two other offi cers from city offi ce were conducted. During the interviews, we asked open questions referring to the institutional framework introduced in particular cities and the advantages and disadvantages of citizen participations from the local offi cers' perspective. Th e intention was to create a space for respondents to refl ect on their own experience with and attitudes to the applied participatory framework.
The context and practice of citizen participation in Tampere
Th e selection of Tampere 6 as a case study is due to its leadership position in publicsector innovativeness. Among other activities, Tampere is the fi rst city in Finland which decided to be actively innovative with its governmental model, trying to interlink a higher responsiveness of the provided public services with a democratic legitimacy of the made decisions. In Finland this innovative governmental model was labelled "Th e Tampere model".
Th e "Tampere model" is based on a combination of principles typical of the New Public Management tools (an emphasis on economic effi ciency, as viewed by Rhodes 1996) and governance (fostering participative democracy). It focuses on the re-organization of both the internal structures and the external interaction with its environment. In summary, this model aims to improve citizen involvement in the municipal decision-making process while keeping the quality, effi ciency and eff ectiveness of provided public services on a high level (City of Tampere 2007 Tampere , 2014 . In general it should be noted, however, that the level of involvement and interest in city aff airs among Tampere residents is relatively high (Table 1) .
Th e "Tampere model" consists of three parts: 1) the mayoral model, 2) the purchaser-provider model, 3) the civic-participation model ( Figure 1 ). Th e "Mayoral model" (number 1 in Figure 1 ) is one of the most signifi cant (and newest) structural changes supporting greater, yet indirect, involvement of citizens in political decision-making. In the traditionally very strong managementoriented (or technocratic) municipal organization (Haveri et al. 2009) , this new mayoral model aims to improve the infl uence of political leadership. For traditional Finnish local governments, it is common that the municipality is informally led by an appointed (not an elected) civil servant -the city manager (or CEO). Th e political leaders hold only a part-time or a hobby (as some professionals dare to 6 The City of Tampere is a medium-size city (more than 220,000 inhabitants in 2014) situated in Central-Southern Finland. It is a former industrial city with a wide regional signifi cance -the second most important after the capital region of Helsinki.
call it) leadership position, while the leading civil servants usually have all the competences for performing both political and administrative duties 7 (Sandberg 2004). However, since these civil servants are not democratically elected (only appointed by the council), they are not directly accountable to the citizens. Th us, citizens have less access to infl uencing who leads their city and how, which is against the trend of fostering the principles of direct or participative democracy.
Figure 1
Simplifi ed version of the Tampere operational and organization model with added focus on the information fl ow from / to the citizens' participation tools
With the "Mayoral model" of local leadership, established in the year 2007, Tampere seeks to remedy this democratic defi cit. Th is new model enables the city council 8 to elect from among their members a (full-time) political leader responsible for co-ordinating both the administrative and the political tasks and thus to empower the political infl uence in the city management. At the same time, it provides greater means for hearing the citizens' voice, though by now executed only indirectly via the elected local representatives.
9 Th e Tampere model enables citizens' indirect participation also via city-management channels. One of such managerial channels is the purchaser-provider cooperation model of service delivery (referring to number 2 in Figure 1) ; for more details see City of Tampere 2007. Th is model is expected to assure more variety, eff ectiveness and economy in the service provision by involving more private companies in providing public services. In addition, and for the purpose of our paper perhaps more importantly, this model is expected to ensure that residents are heard as users of services, especially during the process of planning services (City of Tampere 2014) . Th e purchaser-provider model is organized in a customer-oriented way, which means that "residents are a crucial co-operation partner for service planning. Customer feedback is systematically collected and new means of participating and infl uencing are actively developed" (City of Tampere 2014, 4). In addition, this model provides another democratic feature. It allows elected politicians to have greater infl uence on the selection of public servicers and service providers, which were the activities traditionally in the hands of the professional civil servants. Th is purchaser-provider model aims to empower the political infl uence of elected representatives in municipal development.
While these two reforms empowered citizen participation only indirectly, by empowering their elected representatives, according to the offi cial webpage of the city of Tampere (City of Tampere 2014), there are at least another fi ve ways in which citizens can be directly involved in the municipal decision-making process. Th ese tools (referring to number 3 in Figure 1 and representing the third component of the Tampere model) are administered by the Tampere Local Democracy Unit, which is similar to Lublin's Department of Cooperation with NGOs and Social Participation. Due to the space limitation, we will focus on the presentation of the three most crucial participative tools 10 in our opinion: the web-based forum, neighbourhood workgroups and residents' nights.
Web-based forum
Th e Internet-based platform called Valma was established in the year 2003 for collecting citizen feedback about planned policy proposals. Th e practice on this online platform is rather simple: the page administrators (civil servants) upload a policy proposal and in a specifi c online forum citizens react to it within the allocated time. Citizens' opinions are directly sent back to the city personnel and to local politicians (deputy mayors, heads of the committees and all other members of the respected committees) who work on the policy proposal. In this way, citizens can see what the city management is planning to do, and at the same time they have a chance to express their opinions and provide their own perspectives on the policy under scrutiny (Valma forum 2013). Th e usage of this tool by citizens depends very much on the discussed policy. For example, in year 2012, citizens could express their opinions on 14 policy proposals, dealing with social and health services, culture, parks and green spaces, education and training, streets and traffi c, zoning and construction, and other issues (Valma forum 2013). Although the quantity of citizen input might not be very high (in average only some 19 comments per proposal), as one of the interviewed local offi cers mentioned, more important than the amount of comments is the quality of comments which bring new knowledge or perspectives to the policy-preparation process (Offi cer 2, 2013, Tampere).
Neighbourhood workgroups
Another tool allowing citizen engagement in policy preparation is activities of the "Alvari local workgroups". Alvari started as a citizen initiative already in the year 2002, together with the new management model. In the year 2007 Alvari was accepted as an offi cial tool for direct civic participation in municipal decisionmaking. Th ese workgroups consist of residents and NGOs from four Tampere districts / neighbourhoods, and together -in a more coordinated or consolidated way, compared to the Valma platform -they participate in service planning (mainly services which directly aff ect their district) by commenting on the issues under preparation. Citizens may also introduce their own initiatives, if they consider them important for local residents. Based on the information from Alvari's website (which is also an integrated page of the offi cial city of Tampere webpage), by the year 2011 the work groups were involved in more than 350 procedures. Th ey have been dealing with issues related to library services, public transport, health care, home care for the elderly, schools, parks, day care, youth facilities, etc. Th ey also actively participated in the process of municipal budget preparation and in service networks. Th ey implemented several initiatives, including practical steps which resulted, among other things, in establishing a health kioski and village-hall activities (Alvari 2011 , Tampereenkaupunki: kuntademokratiayksikki 2011 .
Group meetings take place altogether over 100 times a year, and in the year 2011 there were some 256 full members involved in all four regional Alvari workgroups (Tampereenkaupunki: kuntademokratiayksikkö 2011) , together with yet another 4500 non-member participants (as noted by the interviewed Offi cer 2, 2013, Tampere). Th e admission of new Alavari members occurs every other year. Th e membership is formally authorized by the Executive Board of the Tampere City Council. Th is ceremonial procedure is performed to show how important and binding Alvari's opinions are for the local politicians. Despite the existence of the membership, the Alvari meetings are open to everybody, and everybody's voice has the same relevance (as mentioned by the interviewed Alvari city offi cer, 2013).
Residents' nights
Another offi cially organized activity supporting citizen participation are the "residents' nights". Th ese evening events constitute a part of Alvari's activities and are organized by the Management centre (HALO) and coordinated by the Local De-mocracy Unit (Kuntademokratiayksikkö) of the City of Tampere. Meetings are led by the Mayor and the deputy mayors. Th e head of the municipal council and representatives of the political parties also participate. While the Valma online-based forum and Alvari's meetings enable citizens to express their opinions and suggestions for policy improvements in the bottom-up direction (although these policy-proposals are provided from the "top"), the "residents' nights" provide a platform for a twoway direct interaction between citizens and elected offi cials. On the one hand, the Mayor and all other politicians and leading civil servants have a chance to directly hear citizens' problems and issues; on the other hand, they have a chance to explain their reasons for certain municipal proposals. Th us, these evenings should serve not only as citizen's "Speakers' corner", but also as a contribution to the transparency and openness in the municipal decision-making. As Nurminen (2012) mentions, residents' nights encourage the creation of a stronger community life and intensify co-operation between citizens themselves. Meetings are organized sequentially in each of Tampere's 5 districts once a year.
Th e residents' nights were established in the year 2011. Before, the municipal council (since 2005) and the Mayor (since 2007) used to organize separate meetings with citizens. Th ese gatherings enjoyed a higher frequency during the year; however, as the city-requested analyses showed, they were not eff ective enough (Nurminen 2012) . Th erefore, the city council decided to decrease the number of separate meetings and instead to organize 3 -5 combined meetings per year so as to avoid duplication of discussed issues, as well as to increase the number of participating citizens and to improve the general quality of citizens' interaction with local authorities (ibid.). Based on Nurminen's report (2012, 8) , between the years 2005 and 2010 on average 60 citizens participated in a meeting, either with the council or with the Mayor. When the combined "residents' nights" started in 2011, the average participation per meeting increased to 72. So during the relatively short existence of this new model, the goal of intensifying citizen participation has been undoubtedly achieved.
To sum it up, the analysis of the secondary documents leads us to arrive at the following conclusions: most of the studied public documents treat citizens as residents, consumers, customers, service users or clients (for a further discussion, see Häikiö 2010), which are terms emphasizing individualism, individual values and individual choices. Second, all three participatory tools for citizens are managed by the city administration, and the city offi cials seem to work as "managers of interaction" between elected offi cials and citizens, a role described by Torfi ng et al. (2012) in their book Interactive Governance: Advancing the Paradigm. Th is also means that offi cially, based on the provided institutional framework, citizens can infl uence the political decision-making still rather indirectly, while the infl uence of city administrators -the municipal professionals, is still quite signifi cant in shaping the fi nal municipal decisions.
The Tampere model from the civil servants' point of view
Th e conducted interviews showed that many civil servants still do not have entirely positive attitudes towards citizen participation as a tool for improving the performance of local governance. Some civil servants are very critical mainly of the lack of citizens' vocational knowledge or too utopian demands (coming from all the participative tools), oft en promoting only individual interests. One interviewed Alvari offi cer (2013) also mentioned that problems with citizen participation are caused by the diffi cult behaviour of some Alvari members, as well as the lack of many social groups participating in Alvari meetings. Th e interviewee continues: Despite some negative attitudes existing among some civil servants, which the Local Democracy Unit actively tries to minimize by providing professional guidance and consultancy to city employees (Offi cer 2, 2013, Tampere), the interviewed civil servants also expressed an awareness of a need to have more tools for civic participation. Th ese tools should be more open to new ideas, new problem solutions, and they should follow "the working together" approach more. Th is is also because these interviewees believe that society has grown up, that there are more highly educated people in the society than ever before, thus civil servants and elected politicians are continually losing the unique power position possessing the most appropriate knowledge and expertise for managing the municipality alone. Th e position that "the citizens are not stupid" has been expressed during the interviews several times, which is a positive sign for municipal willingness to share the decision-making with a wider population. Th us, as all the respondents confi rmed that if citizens are involved in the preparation of policy-proposals early enough, they are able also to accept more easily and better negative decisions -if all the reasons for making those decisions are explained to them clearly enough.
At the same time, however, the Tampere interviewees still believe that keeping the traditional representative-democracy model, which is only complemented (and not supplemented) by the means of participative democracy, is a good idea. Th is is mainly because:
Somebody must be a leader. Otherwise, there would be chaos. (Offi cer 3, 2013, Tampere) 
Lessons drawn from the Tampere case
Th e presentation of this reasonable number of ways of attempting to improve the citizen involvement in the municipal decision-making process can teach us several important facts about the character of the participative-democracy framework applied in the Tampere model of local governance. First, although the city of Tampere is facilitating various instruments for direct civic participation, these instruments or means are perceived only as complements to the main governmental form, which is representative democracy. In this way, it seems that the Tampere administration tries to overcome the problems of democratic accountability, which is oft en unclear in horizontal governance (Klijn 2008) , although it might not be so much in accordance with the ideal situation requested by the supporters of participatory democracy.
One could also search in the past for reasons explaining why there is only a limited number of citizens' participative means. As Häikiö (2007) and some interviewed civil servants concluded, the late 1990s saw the fi rst wave of citizen participation. However, the infl ow of information from citizens was quite intense and diff used and oft en did not yield the expected results. Th e deliberation process took too long, and some decisions were not even reached at all. Having learnt from these experiences of "governance failure" (Jessop 2013 ), one could state that nowadays the city of Tampere has decided to choose more controlled, organized and coordinated information channels to assure that the citizens' voice is heard as well as to keep the decision-making processes more effi cient and eff ective. Such attitudes can also be seen with regard to the principles of meta-governance, as described, e.g., by Jessop (2013) .
In conclusion, from the perspective of the citizen participation or direct democracy, the Tampere model cannot be treated as the ideal case. In addition, the civil servants' do not always show the most positive attitudes towards the participative system, and the respondents believe that more work needs to be done in order to satisfy both the citizens and the performance of the municipal offi ce.
The context and practice of citizen participation in Lublin
When the communist regime collapsed in Poland in 1989, a signifi cant eff ort was made to re-build free, independent and directly elected local government. Th e support for the idea of self-government was clearly shared by the society. In many cases, the reinstatement of local government and the appointment of elected local authorities were perceived as values in themselves (Swianiewicz 2002, 53) .
Importantly, the democratization and decentralization processes as well as the establishment of local self-government with elected authorities opened new possibilities for participation. On each level of local government, elected councils were introduced.
11 Th e signifi cant step in the broadening of participatory mechanisms was also the passing of the Act of 11 October 1991 on Local Referendum (changed in 2000, amended in 2005) . In addition, the year 2002 brought an important institutional reform at the municipal level. Up to that year all Polish mayors were appointed by the council and chaired collective executive boards. Since the reform was implemented they have been directly elected, and therefore their position in relation to the council has been signifi cantly strengthened. Some scholars indicate, however, that still they are a bit weaker than in a typical "strong mayor" form, as described by Mouritzen and Svara (2002;  for details, see, e.g., Swianiewicz et al. 2006, 115) . Finally, other mechanisms broadening citizen involvement were introduced, e.g., local consultations.
However, from a diff erent perspective, it is also true that only some local governments are really interested in engaging in a closer dialogue with citizens. As Swianiewicz points out, there are examples of innovative authorities which try to experiment with wider citizen participation, but most typically, local governments regard participation as a one-way street, that is, they communicate their policies and decisions to their citizens rather than being attentive to bottom-up initiatives and opinions (Swianiewicz 2011, 498) . Th erefore, we decided to choose Lublin as a case study as its authorities try to be innovative and experiment with modern participatory tools.
Lublin is the capital of the Lubelskie Region with approximately 343,000 registered residents. Th e city is the ninth largest urban agglomeration in Poland in terms of population. It occupies an area of 140 square km and is the major urban municipality east of the Vistula River. Lublin is also known as a scientifi c research centre. In the city there are about 140,000 young people studying at various educational institutions. Th ere are 14 universities and colleges, including the Catholic University of Lublin (KUL), the University of Maria Skłodowska Curie (UMCS), Lublin University of Technology, the Agricultural University of Lublin, as well as the Medical University of Lublin. Th e City authorities try to cooperate with these academic centres and many innovative ideas, including those related to the involvement of the residents into the decision-making process, come from the universities.
As in other parts of the country, a democratic local self-government was reactivated in the city in the year 1990. At present, Lublin is managed by the 31-member council and the mayor. Th e mayor is directly elected. He / she is supported by four deputies responsible for diff erent areas of city management. Th e deputies are not directly elected but appointed to the position by the mayor (Figure 2 ). In addition, Lublin is divided into 27 districts / neighbourhoods. Each of them has its own directly elected council, which acts as the most important representative body of the unit.
Figure 2
Since the 1990s, eff orts have been made to involve citizens into the decisionmaking process. Residents have a right to participate in local elections, referenda and consultations. It should be noted, however, that the level of participation and interest among residents of the city is relatively low, which refl ects the general trend present in Poland. Between 1990 and 2014, voter turnout to the city council ranged from 25.5 % to 41.53 %.
12 Mayoral elections generate similar levels of public interest. Th e turnout in district council elections is even lower (see Table 2 ).
Th e authorities elected in the 2010 local elections were, however, determined to change the situation. Increasing the level of citizens' interest in city aff airs as well as opening new possibilities for their involvement in the decision-making process became the priorities of the new mayor. Th e City authorities decided to take action in two ways. Firstly, they tried to rearrange and strengthen the institutional capacity of the city for public participation. Secondly, further steps towards greater interaction between offi cials from city hall and residents of Lublin have been taken (Radzik-Maruszak and Mieczkowska-Czerniak 2013). 
Institutional capacity-building
With regard to the new institutional framework, the mayor opted for a major reorganization of the municipal offi ce. In the structure of the mayoral Chancellery, the Department of Cooperation with NGOs and Social Participation was duly created. On the one hand, the change refl ected a general trend, visible also in other Polish cities; on the other hand, however, the city hall wanted to meet the expectations of non-governmental organizations and more active groups of citizens.
Moreover, from the beginning of his incumbency, the new mayor undertook other institutional steps. An example of such activities was the establishment of "community councils". At present, the following bodies operate in the city on a regular basis: the Council for Lublin Development, the Senior Social Council, the Council for Culture of Space and the Public Benefi t Council.
Th e Council for Lublin Development gathers knowledgeable individuals having experience in socio-economic issues. Th ey represent the local business, universities and other organizations and communities seated in Lublin and working for its development. Th anks to the eff ort of many local activists, the Council managed to draw up the Lublin Development Strategy 2012 -2020 (see Lublin City Offi ce Web-Page 2012).
Th e Senior Social Council attends to the needs of elderly people and helps bring them back to the city's social life. Owing to the Council's initiative, the city maintains a cultural programme intended for the elderly. Currently, the Council is striving to identify senior-friendly spots across the city for them to spend their time actively.
Th e Council for Culture of Space, originating from the seasoned and informal Forum of Culture of Space, brings together city planners, architects and a large group of individuals who hold the overall city aesthetics very dear. Th e Council's activists not only advise the mayor on the development of spatial plans but also put forward their own ideas or projects. Th e Public Benefi t Council of Lublin is an advisory and consultative body focusing on the city's policy on non-governmental organizations. It is made up of representatives appointed by the mayor, City Council and NGOs. Th e Council supports the mayor in fostering the most advantageous forms of cooperation with Lublin's many and various NGOs. Th is is particularly salient in Lublin which, when striving to be awarded the title of the European Capital of Culture 2016 (the city made it to the fi nal stage of the contest, i.e. was short-listed), witnessed an unprecedented revival and mobilization of the public. Non-governmental organizations led the way in producing ideas and projects, and culture became the driving force behind the city's development (Lublin City of Inspiration, 2013) . Th e bodies in question are in an advisory capacity and attract groups involved in a particular area. Although the council teams engage in heated disputes when discussing vital local issues, they oft en arrive at valuable and workable solutions. Th e councils are partnerships of a kind that do community work for the city and seek to raise its level of development (Radzik-Maruszak and Mieczkowska-Czerniak 2013).
Participatory budgeting and service provision
In addition, Lublin is among the cities in Poland that are actively interested in the idea of participatory budgeting. In 2011 the city decided to maintain quasi "participatory budgeting" in their districts / neighbourhoods. For four years, each of the 27 districts has maintained its own budget expended on projects in its area. Th e councils have about PLN 110,000 (around 26,000 Euro) at their disposal. Th ese resources are mostly spent on the upgrading of minor local infrastructure, such as parking bays and playgrounds, but also on expanding the cultural off er, etc. However, with regard to "traditional" participatory budgeting, the implemented solution is distinguished by the fact that resource allocation is mainly determined not by all district residents, but rather by the district council.
Based on that experience, the municipal authorities decided to join the "SelfGovernment Activity Project" (Pol. Projekt Aktywności Samorządowej -PAS) in 2011. Th e project has a pilot character and is fi nanced by the European Social Fund (Measure 5.2 Strengthening the potential of local-government administration, Priority V Good Governance, Human Capital Operational Programme 2007 . Apart from Lublin, the PAS has been running since February 2011 in six other localgovernment units of the Lubelskie and Podkarpackie Regions; the city is, however, the largest participating unit. Th e partner to the aforesaid local-government units involved in the project is the Foundation for Managerial Initiatives (Foundation for Managerial Initiatives 2013).
Th e main goal of the project is to improve the process of monitoring the delivery of local services, although PAS focuses also on improving the quality of services by establishing partner relations between citizens and local authorities. Th e innovative aspect of the project lies in treating citizens and local organizations not as subjects of the local politics but rather as partners in the governance process. Th e core idea of the PAS is to build a network of interactions between local communities and authorities and to empower the people to have their say in how the services are delivered. Th e whole project is scheduled to be fi nished in January 2015. At present, it has entered its fourth phase (Radzik-Maruszak and Mieczkowska-Czerniak 2013; Foundation for Managerial Initiatives 2013).
Finally, in 2013 city authorities decided to introduce "real" participatory budgeting in 2014. Th e residents of Lublin reported 333 projects, 233 of which were considered for possible implementation by city hall. Voting on the projects took place in the fall of 2014; 30 projects were selected for realization (Lublin Offi ce City Web-Page 2014).
Improvements in two-way communication
Despite the described institutional reforms, another goal of the city hall as well as in the case of Tampere was to improve the communication and to increase the level of interactions between its offi cers and residents. Up to now the following actions have been taken. Firstly, the city decided to introduce the "Social Dialogue Box" in October 2011 (Social Dialogue Box, 2014) . Aft er going to www.dialog.lublin.eu, anyone can quickly register a request and a visit at the Lublin Municipal Offi ce. However, the Social Dialogue is not only aimed to facilitate online communication. Anyone who prefers the traditional way can submit their idea or issue a printed form and drop it into purpose-made boxes at the Resident Service Bureau. In almost three years, the offi ce collected about 2798 messages concerning the diff erent areas of local government's activity (Lublin City Offi ce Web-Page 2014). Th e issues raised by the residents were forwarded directly to the competent organizational units within the Municipal Offi ce for implementation. Some were purely informative (RadzikMaruszak and Mieczkowska-Czerniak 2013).
Secondly, in September 2012 city hall launched a service called "Let's Fix It" (Pol. Naprawny to; Naprawmy To 2014), inspired by the British "Fix My Street" mechanism (Fix My Street: http://www.fi xmystreet.com) and the American portal "Seeclickfi x" (Report neighborhood issues and see them get fi xed: http://seeclickfi x.com). Th e primary function of the service is to map and report the problems and issues that require adjustment in public space, inter alia in infrastructure (e.g. road holes, broken traffi c lights), public cleanliness (e.g. garbage), security (e.g. not enough clear stripes on high-risk zebra crossings, missing or inadequate light in potentially dangerous areas) or malfunctioning of public services (such as garbage collection). Citizens can easily report these issues through a website or by means of an application on their mobile devices. Each "entry" is logged in the system, and the message is transmitted to the city's public institutions responsible for a particular issue. In this way, the service can be used as a channel for two-way communication between city authorities and its residents. Until September 2014 some 4637 reported cases have been fi xed (Naprawmy To 2014). Moreover, it should be noted that currently Lublin is the only city in Poland running such a service. Other cities 13 withdrew from the project, due to the extensive organizational diffi culties and demands that the portal entails.
City authorities also plan new projects. By the end of 2014 a smart phone application providing faster public consultation is scheduled to be launched. Th e operation of a local initiative is scheduled to be extended in 2015. Th is tool is considered to be a natural supplement to the participatory budgeting through which residents will be able to submit project proposals aimed at the improvement of the quality of life in the neighbourhoods (Lublin City Offi ce Web-Page 2014).
Lessons from Lublin
During interviews city-hall offi cials pointed out both the strengths and the weaknesses of the described institutions and tools of public participation. Th e Chair of the Department of Cooperation with NGOs and Social Participation identifi es the following three core issues:
First, in his opinion, the projects that have been developed in consultation with the residents of the city are much better than those developed independently by the city authorities. Th erefore, the early consultations are signifi cantly important. Second, the broader citizen involvement into the decision-making process results in mitigation of political frictions. Parties are more likely to accept the proposals and projects when they come from the residents. Finally, the activated mechanisms have the value-added eff ect in the sense that residents feel they have a bigger say and their opinion really matters.
Nevertheless, citizens' wider participation also causes problems. First, some residents do not use the available mechanisms and tools in a proper way. In the case of Lublin, the operation of the service "Let's Fix It" raises signifi cant problems. One resident reported numerous instances of service malfunction, as manifested by the frequent unavailability of the website (such as time-outs). Second, experience has shown that during public consultation, the most active residents are those dissatisfi ed. Th erefore, decisions made by city hall on the ground of their views are quite oft en met with subsequent criticism from the rest of the citizens. Th ird, involving people into the decision-making process signifi cantly complicates and prolongs it. As one of the interviewees pointed out:
Entering into a dialogue with the people requires diff erent planning and organization of work. It should be a part of the city procedures. However, in reality we make many decisions at the very last moment and therefore taking residents' opinion into account is diffi cult. (Offi cer 1, 2013 Lublin) In addition, new opportunities of participation provoke tensions between residents, councillors and city hall. Interestingly, city as well as district / neighbourhood councillors are rather oft en dissatisfi ed with the rapprochement between residents and city authorities. One of the interviewees describes the situation in the following way: Moreover, during the conducted interviews city offi cers emphasized councillors' ignorance about the issue of public participation, its regulations and mechanisms. Nevertheless, conducted interviews reveal diff erences between offi cials, as well. Citizen engagement has the strongest support among the top offi cers, who deal with general issues; the street-level bureaucrats, who work directly with the people and are responsible for the translation of the new policy into practice, are less enthusiastic.
Finally, the interviews conducted for the purpose of the current research project revealed yet another interesting issue. Some local offi cers openly admit that the implementation of particular participatory tools, e.g. participatory budgeting, is rather a political decision through which city authorities are eager to gain votes in the upcoming 2014 local elections than a real interest in closer cooperation with citizens at large.
Conclusion and discussion
Citizen participation in the context of modern local governance has been thoroughly studied by scholars, and its tools have been applied by practitioners since the 1990s. Vast scholarly literature on this topic recognizes both advantages and disadvantages of these practices. Th e purpose of our article was, fi rst, to compare diff erent approaches in applying the participative framework (a set of participative tools) in two democratic local-government systems on the basis of document analysis. Second, based on the in-depth interviews, we intended to fi nd out what the pros and cons of applied frameworks are, as perceived by the main carriers of these activities -municipal civil servants.
Th e document analysis has led us to the following conclusions:
Th e city of Lublin pays considerable attention to providing the residents of Lublin with a wide range of participative tools for citizen involvement in the municipal decision-making process. In contrast, the Tampere model provides only a handful of such tools. At the same time, however, it seems that the Tampere tools have been deliberately organized in narrow channels in order to gather more focused and theme-specifi c information for making "better", more rational and majority-accepted decisions within the framework of representative democracy. At this point, one can also conclude that, in comparison to Lublin, Tampere seems to be already in the second -more institutionalized or hierarchal -stage of citizen participation.
Another important diff erence between the Lublin and Tampere approaches to civic participation is that Polish politicians seem to have more offi cial tools for direct interaction with citizens. In the Tampere case, this interaction, excluding informal meetings, email correspondence or phone conversations with citizens, or political party membership, is limited only to those 4 -5 relatively big residents' nights' meetings, while more direct interaction is left between civil servants and citizens. What is more, in the case of Tampere the applied tools are part of the city model, whereas in Lublin some of them, e.g. participatory budgeting, are used as a result of "participatory fashion" -visible also in other cities and of interest to particular politicians.
Th e interviews allow us to formulate the following assumptions:
In both cities, local offi cials indicate similar advantages of greater citizen engagement. First, it undoubtedly bridges the gap between politicians, administrators and citizens, builds the "we spirit" as well as increasing acceptance for decisions made by city halls. Some civil servants are able to acknowledge directly that if the policy proposals are presented to the citizens in the early stage of their development, it is easier to obtain higher citizen acceptance and commitment to the later-made decisions. Second, in Tampere as well as in Lublin direct citizen involvement also constitutes a kind of response to the shortcomings of traditional representative democracy. Finnish and Polish local offi cials admit, however, that wider and more direct interactions with citizens bring certain challenges and have some disadvantages. Th e interviewees point out inter alia the necessity of preparing a new operational framework. In Tampere the main problem creates a plurality and quality of information coming from citizens. Local offi cials complain about an easiness to sink into the sea of non-relevant comments, highly individualistic demands, lack of common sense, duplicity of issues and unfeasible, naive or utopians expectations. In turn in Lublin a signifi cant challenge is the necessity of planning in advance, the fact that decisions cannot be made at the very last moment anymore. In addition, offi cials in Tampere highlight the lack of equal representation among citizens who take part in the decision-making process; there are always groups that remain unheard. In Lublin, an important issue are the tensions that arise between councillors afraid of losing their position, administrators engaged in creating the new framework and demanding residents.
In conclusion, it should be, however, also emphasised that quite oft en the inconsistencies between the established participatory institutions and the practical way they operate in can be witnessed. In other words, those who provide and prepare participative tools are frequently unsatisfi ed with the outcome of their operation. One solution for this inconsistency is to change either the tools or the expectations about the outcome. Another more concrete answer to the problem is to change the overall public discourse from "costumers / consumers / users" (typical of NPM and visible in Finland) to "citizens", then the residents might be more eager to act as agents who are active in constructing political issues and are able to focus more on the common goods and predict consequences of the activity to the community as a whole. Consequently, it can be expected that civil servants would have to read or hear fewer"utopian and unfeasible" suggestions for policy improvement.
